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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to the amendment filed 10/05/2007. 



2. 



Claims 1-23 remain pending have been considered below. 



Response to Amendment 



3. The rejection to claims 1-23 under Obviousness-type Double Patenting of 
previous action is withdrawn in view of the terminal disclaimer has been filed and 
approved. 

4. The rejection to claims 15-22 under 35 U.S.C. 101 of previous action is NOT 
withdrawn in view of Applicants' amendment in an attempted to overcome the rejection. 

5. The rejection to claims 2, 3, 7-9, 13, 14, 16 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph of previous action is withdrawn in view of Applicants' amendment to clarify 
the identified discrepancy. 

6. The rejection to claims 1-23 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) of previous action is 
withdrawn in view of Applicants' amendment. 



7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-23 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

8. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 



Response to Arguments 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 15-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Although, the "a data signal embodied in a carrier wave..." has been deleted in 
the specification in an attempted to overcome the rejection. However, claim 21 still 
claims "a data signal embodied in a carrier wave". Therefore, examiner maintains the 
rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1-5, 7-19 and 21-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dean et al. "Optimization of Object-oriented Program Using Static 
Class Hierarchy Analysis, August 1995, ECOOP 95 - Object-oriented Programming, 9 th 
European Conference", in view of Bentley et al. (United States Patent No.: US 
6,063,128). 

As per claims 1, 12, 15, 22 and 23, Dean teaches: 

- compiling the function (see at least Introduction, 3 rd paragraph); 
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- identifying a call to a process, the call to the process being included in the 
function (see at least Introduction, 3 rd paragraph); and 

Dean does not explicitly teach 

- adding dependency information of the function at runtime, wherein the 
dependency information is arranged to indicate a status of the function, the 
dependency information including class information, name information, and 
signature information associated with the process, wherein the status of the 
function is arranged to indicate a validity of the function and a compilation status 
of the function. 

However, Bentley teaches the runtime interaction between dependent objects (see 
at least FIG. 8 and col. 16, lines 20-66; col. 17, lines 1-67; col. 18, lines 1-53) so that his 
computerized modeling system (CMS) can ensure proper coordination and state 
consistency of objects at all times between a plurality of simultaneous users (col. 2, 
lines 55-58). 

It would have been obvious to one having an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Bentley with Dean by using Bentley's approach of 
checking the dependency information of function at runtime to ensure proper 
coordination and state consistency of objects in a multi-user environment. 

As per claim 2, 13 and 16. Dean further teaches: 

- analyzing a class structure associated with the function, wherein analyzing the 
class structure includes determining when the virtual process is a unique target 
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of the call (see at least section 2.1, 1 st paragraph, lines 3-5; page 81, 3rd 
paragraph, i.e. "A function..."). 



As per claims 3, 14 and 17, Dean further teaches: 

- inlining the virtual process into the function when it is determined that the virtual 
process is the unique target of the call (see at least page 78, 2nd paragraph). 



As per claims 4 and 18, Dean further teaches: 

- placing a direct call to the virtual process in the function (see at least section 2.1 , 
1 st paragraph, lines 3-5). 



As per claims 5 and 19, Dean further teaches: 

- determining when the function is suitable for compilation (see at least page 89, 
2 nd paragraph, using filtering nodes). 



As per claim 7, Dean further teaches: 

- determining when the function is not a unique caller to the process (see at least 
page 89, 2 nd paragraph); and 

- de-compiling the function when is determined that the function is not a unique 
caller to the process (see at least page 89, 2 nd paragraph). 
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As per claim 8, Dean further teaches: 

- determining when the function is not a unique caller to the process (see at least 
page 89, 2nd paragraph); and 

- re-compiling the function when is determined that the function is not a unique 
caller to the process (see at least page 89, 2 nd paragraph). 



As per claim 9, Dean further teaches: 

- marking the first class (see at least the Figure on page 84, class A::m and related 
discussion in the document); 

- marking a second class, the second class being included in the class hierarchy, 
the second class further being associated with the first class, wherein marking 
the second class substantially identifies the second class as being associated 
with the first class (see at least the Figure on page 84, C::m and related 
discussion in the document); 

- inspecting a compiled function associated with the system, the compiled function 
including dependency information, the dependency information being arranged to 
indicate a validity status of the compiled function and the optimization status of 
the compiled function, wherein inspecting the compiled function includes 
determining when at least one of the first class and the second class is identified 
in the dependency information (see at least section 2.2.2, Method Applies To 
Sets); and 



Application/Control Number: Page 7 

10/762,828 

Art Unit: 2191 

- determining when the compiled function is invalid when it is determined that at 
least one of the first class and the second class is identified in the dependency 
information (see at least section 2.2.2, Method Applies To Sets). 

Dean does not explicitly teach during runtime. However Bentley teaches the runtime 
interaction between dependent objects (see at least FIG. 8 and col. 16, lines 20-66; col. 
17, liens 1-67; col. 18, lines 1-53) so that his computerized modeling system (CMS) can 
ensure proper coordination and state consistency of objects at all times between a 
plurality of simultaneous users (see col. 2, lines 55-58). 

It would have been obvious to one having an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Bentley with Dean by using Bentley's approach of 
checking the dependency information of function at run-time in Dean's approach to 
ensure proper coordination and state consistency of objects in a multi-user 
environment. 

As per claim 10, Dean further teaches: 

- de-compiling the compiled function when it is determined that the compiled 
function is invalid, wherein de-compiling the compiled function effectively places 
the compiled function in an interpreted form (see at least page 89, 2 nd and 3 rd 
paragraph). 



As per claim 1 1 , Dean further teaches: 
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- re-compiling the compiled function when it is determined that the compiled 
function is invalid, wherein re-compiling the compiled function allows the 
compiled function to account for the first class (see at least page 89, 2 nd and 3 rd 
paragraph). 

As per claim 21 , Bentlev further teaches: 

- wherein the computer-readable medium is one selected from the group 
consisting of a floppy disk, a hard disk, a tape, a data signal embodied in a 
carrier wave, a CD-ROM, a system memory, and a flash memory (see at least 
col. 7, lines 64-67). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phillip H. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1070. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 10:00 AM - 
3:00 PM EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Y. Zhen can be reached on (571) 272-3708. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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